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OPERABLE UNIT 7 INTERFACE MEETING AGENDA 
OCTOBER 13, 1994 

Meeting Objective To discuss mitigation of wetlands, resolution of 
final comments on the Work Plan Technical Memorandum, schedule for 
landfill closure and the seep collection and treatment Proposed Action 
Memorandum 

1 MITIGATION OF WETLANDS 

The objective of wetlands mitigation is to mitigate the losses of wetland 
area incurred during the construction of the seep interceptor and during 
construction of the final remedy for landfill closure Assumptions and 
management strategies for the wetland mitigation are presented below 

e Mitigation of wetlands lost during construction of the seep 
interceptor is not required prior to construction 

e A wetlands mitigation plan must be developed and mitigation of all 
wetland areas lost during construction of the seep interceptor and 
expected to be lost during construction of the landfill cover must 
occur prior to construction of the final remedy for landfill closure 
(scheduled for summer of 1997) 

CDPHE -agreed 
EPA  - agreed, EPA  suggests that if the Sitewide Mitigation Plan cannot 
accommodate the OU 7 schedule, OU 7 should pursue separate mitigation 

EG&G will update schedule to reflect mitigation completion 60 days prior 
to construction 

2 FINAL COMMENT RESOLUTION 

The objective of final comment resolution is to disposition the last 
comments received from CDPHE and EPA, on the OU 7 Work Plan Technical 
memorandum Due to the nature of the comments received, DOE proposes 
to address the comments in the landfill closure IM/IRA/Decision 
Document 
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-1 Executive summary and Sechon 1 3 1 The reference to the potential 
disposihon of the OU 6 MSSs (depending on the outcome of the OU 6 investigation) as a 
consolidahon into the OU 7 closure under the CAMU concept are inappropnate The 
Division has made the prelmnary deterrmnahon that a CAMU is not feasible at OU 7 due 
to CAMU's regulatory obligation to satisfy the 6 CCR 1007-2 Part 2, Requirements for 
Siting of a Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites and OU 7's inability to meet those 
requirements If action is necessary to mhgate nsks at these MSSs, removal to or 
rernediaoon at a separate locahon will be reqwred 

Resolution 
alternative and the disposition of the OU 6 IHSSs will be addressed 
in the IM/IRA/DD If the IHSSs are determined to be a source of 
contamination, they will be encompassed by the landfill cover and 
slurry wall 

It is agreed that the CAMU concept is not a viable 

CDPHE -agreed 
EPA - agreed 

CDPHE, Comment 2 Executive Summary Section 1 ,  Secnon 5 4 Any soils in the spray 
evaporation areas around the East Landfill Pond (ELP) that are not secured under the 
presumptive cap must also be evaluated agamst nsk-based cntena The document assumes 
(perhaps correctly perhaps not) that all soils will be covered and focuses instead 
exclusively on soils downgradient of the ELP embankment Figure 6-1 of the draft report 
showed venficahon sample Iocahons that were on the north and south edges of the 
sampling gnd if any of these locaoons will fall outside of the proposed cap (based on its 
prelimnary design), they may need further inveshgahon 

Resolution Based on the preliminary design of the landfill cap, all 
soils will be covered 
calculated for those areas during the post-closure risk assessment 
CDPHE has previously stated that verification sampling IS not 
necessary 
areal extent of contamination may be necessary before surface soils 
that present a risk to human health can be remediated 

If the design changes, residual risk will be 

It is agreed that additional sampling to determine the 

CDPHE -agreed 
EPA - agreed 

CDPHE. Comment 3 The presumptwe remedy and streamlined approach do not elimnate 
the need for IAG dehverables unless specifically so amended by the agencies Ths 
Technical Memorandum serves as the Phase I RFYRI Report and the Phase II RFYRI 
Worlcplan 
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Resolution None required 

CDPHE. Comm ent 4 Sectlon 4 3 “The useof Rock Creek data is adequately d~scussed in 
our separate correspondence tltled “OU 7 PAM and Background sod”, dated September 8, 
1994 It is hkely that the background surficial sods data set that wdl drive COC selectlon 
and any post-closure remedud decision wdl be Merent from the one used for th report 

Along those hes, the Appenduc M data dsk stdl does not contam results of the not 
measurement test for surficial sods (only groundwater) We requested tbus data m our 
comments on the draft report because the majonty of P c o c s  m surface sods were selected 
as a results of havmg faded the hot measurement test (Table 4-13) Th~s is unportant 
because it is the sods, in the absence of estabhshed standards, that must undergo the 
background compansodC0C selection process pnor to an assesfment of nsk. The 
specifics of the surficlal sods COC se laon  methodologm (mcludmg background issues) 
are not a dnver for the closure amon but are essentral for the post-closure risk assessment 
and must be adequately addressed at that tune 

Resolution 
COC selection and post-cfosure remedial decision 
background data, will be used as appropriate at that time 

It is agreed that a drfferent data set may be used for 
Available 

The Appendix M data disk has been revised and will be available with - 

the final transmittal of the Technical Memorandum 

CDPHE -agreed 
EPA - agreed 

CDPHE. C o m  Sectlon 5 5 7 2 and Figure 5-1 The & p e n t  of the proposed 
sluny wall is meant to enclose groundwater contarmn&on on the south side of the landfill 
However Figure 5-1 shows the wall to the north of OU 6 166 X and very close to the 
prdcted plumes shown m Sect~on 4 To err on the side of safety the wall should 
encompass these potentlal sources 

Resolution The goal of the presumptive remedy ts suurce 
containment The OU 6 166 X IHSSs will be evaluated to determine if 
they are contributing sources to the groundwater plume 
IHSSs will be encompassed by the landfill cover and slurry wall The 
extent of the slurry wall will be discussed in detail in the 
IM/IRA/DD 

If so, the 

CDPHE -agreed 
EPA - agreed 
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o ent 6 Section 6 1 The fate of IHSSs 167 2 and 167 3 (and the OU 6 
IHSSs as well) are not hctated by the presumptwe remedy approach 167 2 and 167 3 just 
happen to be conveniently under the proposed cap 

Resolution Based on the present design of the presumptive cap, 
soils in IHSSs 167 2 and 167 3 will be contained If the options 
analysis results in a different design for the cap, residual risk will 
be calculated for these areas during the post-closure risk 
assessment 

CDPHE -agreed 
€PA - agreed 

EPA. General Comment 1 Acbon-specific applicable or relevant and appropnate 
requlrements (ARARS) should be s u m m e d  in the document The text vaguely refers to 
design cntena in Colorado Hazardous Waste Act (CHWA) and Resource Conservatlon 

and Recovery Act (RCRA) regulations in several sectlons, but never provides a concise 
summary of the design components and standards that are considered ARAFb A summary 
of ARARS is necessary to allow the reader to evaluate the adequacy of Sectlons 5 and 6 

Resolution 
IM/IRA/DD 

A detailed ARARs discussion will be provided in the 

CDPHE -agreed 
EPA - agreed 

EPA. General Comment 2 Sectlon 5 6 of the FWP descnbes how the data quality 
objective @QO) process evaluates remedal acbons for landfill cap design and landfill 
closure An issue that is not dscussed in ths section, but could affect the landfill cap 
design, is the implementatlon and conhnued operatlons of the seep collectlon system that 
will be presented in the Proposed Action Memorandum (PAM) for OU 7 Although the 
design and operation of the system will be addressed in the PAM, rather than in h s  
document, implementabon of the system may affect the landfill cap design by provibg a 
potential vemcal conduit through the cap Data collection actlviues for the PAM are 
addressed to some degree in the FWP but it is not clear If the collectlon system's lmpacts 
on the mtegnty of the cap have been assessed For this document to be considered 
complete, a discussion of the collectlon system's potentlal impact to the landfill cap 
integnty should be included in Sectlon 5 6 

Resolution 
simpler design with reusable parts will be installed 
of the seep collection system will occur until construction of the 

The seep collection system has been evaluated and a 
The operation 
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landfill cover begins The equipment can the be moved and reused to 
support final closure without providing a potenttal vertical conduit 
through the cap 
Action Memorandum 

This design will be presented in the Proposed 

CDPHE -agreed 
EPA - agreed 

EPA S~ecifi c c o r n  ent 1 Figure 5-1 Figure 5-1 shows exlstmg borehole locahons along 
the probable slurry wall ahgnment and lllghllghts boreholes that have been dnlled mto 
unweathered bedrock. The figure IS mknded to depict data gaps for the design of the 
proposed slurry wall The text on page 5-22 states that depth to Bedrock mfonnmon 
(mplying the upper bedrock surface, weathered or unweathered) is needed for design of 
the slurry wall The FWP should be clear whether the slurry wall wdl be keyed mto 
weathered or unweathered bedrock, or whether h s  decision has yet to be made If the 
slurry wall IS to be keyed into unweathered bedrock the hthologrc cmmaused to deteme 
weathered or Unweathered bedrock should be identifkd and depths to unweathered bedrock 
should be provlded on Figure 5-1 

Resolution 
unweathered bedrock will be made during options analysis in the 
IM/IRA/DD 

The decision of whether to key into weathered or 

CDPHE -agreed 
EPA - agreed 

EPA Specific C m e n t  2 Sectlon 6 4 2, Page 6-14, Paragraph 3 Thts secaon states that 
drawdown recovery testmg will be conducted m open boreholes and rn m t o n n g  wells as 
part of the field effort The text then desctrbes procedures that dl be followed for 
drawdown testmg in momtonng wells The text should also prow& the procedures that 
will be used in open hoIes, so the quality of the d t m g  data can be evaluated 

Resolution 
two proposed boreholes for drawdown recovery testing 
modification request wit1 be processed to change the text if 
additional drawdown recovery tests will be performed 

The drill rig was unable to reach the locations of the 
A document 
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3 LANDFILL CLOSURE SCHEDULE 

Objective 
milestones 

Review the current working schedule to determine downstream 

Backaround 

During the Process Improvement Proposal process, the OU 7 schedule was 
streamlined to recover delays incurred in the initial phase of the 
Interagency Agreement schedule During interface meetings held 
previously with CDPHE and EPA extended review periods were requested 
These suggestions were incorporated resulting in the current working 
schedule from which milestones were proposed 
contingency and landfill closure activities are on the critical path 

There is no schedule 

EPA suggests concurrent review 
will contact EPA 

DOE will discuss with management and 

EPNCDPHE suggest approval of milestones to start of construction and 
downstream milestones (CAD/ROD, etc ) can be negotiated 

€PA recommends that a construction schedule also be submitted with the 
Title II design 

4 CHANGES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION MEMORANDUM 

J u s  t i  f icat ion 

Simple system which is more appropriate for the interim action 
Use of a temporary collection sump to collect at the seep allows a 
permanent system to be located during the landfill closure for 
maximum effectiveness 

Cost savings will be realized by minimizing excavation, shoring and 
dewatering 

0 Minimizes potential environmental impacts 
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0 Eliminates vertical conduit through the landfill cap 

Desian 

0 Col I ecti on 

0 Storage 

CDPHE -agreed 
EPA - agreed 

5 REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MEETING MtNUTES 

Meeting minutes were reviewed and signed by Arturo Duran-EPA, Carl 
Spreng-CDPHE, Kurt Muenchow-DOE, and Laurie Peterson-Wright-EG&G 
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OPERABLE UNIT 7 INTERFACE MEETING AGENDA 
OCTOBER 13, 1994 

Meeting Objective To discuss mitigation of wetlands, resolution of 
final comments on the Work Plan Technical Memorandum, schedule for 
landfill closure and the seep collection and treatment Proposed Action 
Memorandum 

1 MITIGATION OF WETLANDS 

The objective of wetlands mitigation is to mitigate the losses of wetland 
area incurred during the construction of the seep interceptor and during 
construction of the final remedy for landfill closure Assumptions and 
management strategies for the wetland mitigation are presented below 

e 

7 -w 
e 

Mitigation of wetlands lost during construction of the seep 
interceptor is not required prior to construction 

A wetlands mitigation plan must be developed and mitigation of all 
wetland areas lost during construction of the seep interceptor and 
expected to be lost during construction of the landfill cover must 
occur prior to construction of the final remedy for landfill closure 
(scheduled for summer of 1997) 



2 

2 FINAL COMMENT RESOLUTION 

The objective of final comment resolution is to disposition the last 
comments received from CDPHE and EPA, on the OU 7 Work Plan Technical 
memorandum Due to the nature of the comments received, DOE proposes 
to address the comments in the landfill closure IM/IRA/Decision 
Document 

CIDPHE. comm ent 1 Executwe summary and Secbon 1 3 1 The r e f e m  to the potentml 
&sposibon of the OU 6 IHSSs (dependmg on the outcome of the OU 6 mvesQgation) as a 
consolidation mto the OU 7 closure under the CAMU concept ape mappropriate The 
Division has made the pre- detematlon that a CAMU 1s not feasible at OU 7 due 
to CAMU's regulatory obhgmon to smsfy the 6 CCR 1007-2, Part 2, R e q u m t s  for 
Sitmg of a Hazardous Waste hposal Sxtes, and OU 7's m&&y tomeetthose 
requmments If actron is necessary to rimgate nsks at these IEiSSs, remvd to or 
remdaQon at a separate l m o n  wrll be r e q d  

Resolution. It is agreed that the CAMU concept is not a viable 
alternative and the disposition of the OU 6 IHSSs will be addressed 
in the IMIIRNDD 
contamination, they will be encompassed by the landkfl cover and 
slurry wall 

If the IHSSs are determined to be a source of 

-nt 2 Executrve Summary, Sectron 1, -on 5 4 Any sods 111 the spray 
evapormon areas around the East Landfill Pond (ELP) that are not stcured under the 
presumptrve cap must also be evaluated agmst nsk-based cntena. The document assumes 
(perhaps correctly perhaps not) that aU sods will IE covered and focuses instead 
exclusively on sods downment of the ELP embankment. Figure 6-1 of the draft report 
showed vdicx&on sample locmons that were on the north and south edges of the 
samphg gnd If any of these locahons wrll fall outside of the proposed cap (based on its 
prelmary design), they may need further mvesQgmon 

Resolution Based on the preliminary design of the landfill cap, all 
soils wilt be covered 
calculated for those areas during the post-closure risk assessment 
CDPHE has previously stated that verification sampling is not 
necessary 
areal extent of contamination may be necessary before surface soils 
that present a risk to human health can be remediated 

If the design changes, residual risk will be 

It is agreed that additional sampling to determine the 
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CDPHE. Comment 3 The presumphve remedy and streamlmed approach do not elimnate 
the need for IAG deliverables unless specfically so amended by the agencies Ths 
Techmcal Memorandum serves as the Phase I RFYRI Report and the Phase II RFYRI 
Workplan 

Resolution None required 

CDPHE. Comment 4 Section 4 3 The use of Rock Creek data is adequately Qscussed in 
our separate correspondence tltled ‘OU 7 PAM and Background soil’ dated September 8, 
1994 It is likely that the background surficial soils data set that will dnve COC selecbon 
and any post-closure remedial decision will be different from the one used for this report 

Along those lines, the Appendx M data Qsk still does not contam results of the not 
measurement test for surficial soils (only groundwater) We requested this data in our 
comments on the draft report because the majonty of P c o c s  111 surface soils were selected 
as a results of havlng faded the hot measurement test (Table 4-13) Th~s is important 
because it is the soils, in the absence of established standards, that must undergo the 
background companson/COC selectlon process pnor to an assessment of nsk The 
specifics of the surfkid soils COC selecoon methodologies (mcludmg background issues) 
are not a dnver for the closure actlon but are essentzal for the postclosure nsk assessment 
and must be adequately addressed at that tlme 

Resolution 
COC selection and post-closure remedial decision 
background data, will be used as appropriate at that time 

It IS agreed that a different data set may be used for 
Available 

The Appendix M data disk has been revised and will be available with 
the final transmittal of the Technical Memorandum 
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CDPHE. Comment 5 Sectron 5 5 7 2 and Figure 5-1 
slurry wall is meant to enclose groundwater contarmnabon on the sou& =de of the landfill 
However Figure 5-1 shows the wall to the north of OU 6 166 X and very close to the 
predcted plumes shown m Sectlon 4 To err on the side of safety the wall should 
encompass these potentlal sources 

The ahpment of the proposed 

Resolution 
confarnment The OU 6 166 X IHSSs will be evaluated to determine if 
they are contributing sources to the groundwater plume 
IHSSs will be encompassed by the landfill cover and slurry wall The 
extent of the slurry wall will be discussed in detail in the 
IM/I RA/DD 

The goal of the presumptive remedy is source 

If so, the 

-Comment 6 Section 6 1 The fate of IHSSs 167 2 and 167 3 (and the OU 6 
MsSs as well) are not by the presump&ve remedy appmach, 167 2 and 1 67 3 just 
happen to be convemntly under the proposed cap 

o Based on the present design of the presumptive cap, 
If the opttons soils in IHSSs 167 2 and 167 3 will be contamed 

analysis results in a different design for the cap, residual nsk will 
be calculated for these areas during the post-closure risk 
assessment 

, AD 

J2PA.GegefalB- t 1 Act~on-specdic apphcable or relevant and appropnate 
requmments (ARARS) should be summanzed rn the document. The text vaguely refers to 
“design cnterxa m Colorado Hazardous Waste Act (CHPVA) and Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) regulahons m several sect~ons, but never prom& a concise 
summary of the design components and standards that are consx&red ARARs A summary 
of ARARS 1s necessary to allow the reader to evaluate the adequacy of Sectmns 5 and 6 

Resolution A detailed ARARs discussion will be provided in the 
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EPA. General Comment 2 Secuon 5 6 of the FWP descnbes how the data quahty 
objectwe (DQO) process evaluates remedial acbons for landfill cap design and landfill 
closure An issue that is not discussed in h s  section, but could affect the landfill cap 
design, is the unplementabon and contmued operabons of the seep collecoon system that 
will be presented in the Proposed Acbon Memorandum (PAM) for OU 7 Although the 
design and operation of the system will be addressed in the PAM, rather than in thls 
document, implementabon of the system may affect the landfill cap design by providmg a 
potential vemcal conduit through the cap Data collecbon actlvibes for the PAM are 
addressed to some degree in the FWP but it is not clear if the collecbon system’s impacts 
on the integnty of the cap have been assessed For this document to be considered 
complete, a dmussion of the collecbon system s potenbal impact to the landfill cap 
integnty should be included in Secuon 5 6 

Resolution 
simpler design with reusable parts will be installed The operation 
of the seep collection system will occur until construction of the 
landfill cover begins The equipment can the be moved and reused to 
support final closure without providing a potential vertical conduit 
through the cap 
Act ion Memorandum 

The seep collection syltem has been evaluated and a 

This design will be presented in the Proposed 
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FPA spec ific comm ent 1 Figure 5-1 Figure 5-1 shows emtmg boreIiole locatxons along 
the probable slurry wall ahgnment and bghlrgbts boreholes that have ban W e d  into 
unweathered bedrock The figure is mtended to depict data gaps for the design of the 
proposed slurry wall The text on page 5-22 states that depth to bedrock m f o m o n  
(Implying the upper bedrock surface, weathered or unweathered) is needed for design of 
the slurry wall The FWP should be clear whether the slurry wall wdl be keyed mto 
weatheEd or unweathered bedrock, or whether ths decision has yet to be made If the 
slurry wall IS to be keyed rnto unweathered bedrock the hthologx cnterul used to determtne 
weathered or unweathered bedrock should be identified and depths to unweathered bedrock 
should be prowded on Figure 5-1 

Resolutron 
unweathered bedrock will be made during optrons analysis in the 
I M/I RA/DD 

The decision of whether to key into weathered or 

EPA S peclfic c o w  ent 2 Section 6 4 2, Page 6-14, Paragraph 3 This =chon states that 
drawdown recovery testmg will be conducted in open boreholes and in motlltonng wells as 
part of the field effort. The text then describes procedures that wdl be followed for 
drawdown testxng m momtmng wells The text &odd also prow& the procedures that 
win be used m open holes so the quahty of the resultmg data can be evaluated 

Resolution 
two proposed boreholes for drawdown recovery testing 
modification request will be processed to change the text if 
additional drawdown recovery tests will be performed 

The drill rig was unable to reach the locations of the 
A document 
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3 LANDFILL CLOSURE SCHEDULE 

Objective 
milestones 

Review the current working schedule to determine downstream 

Backaround 

During the Process Improvement Proposal process, the OU 7 schedule was 
streamlined to recover delays incurred in the initial phase of the 
fnteragency Agreement schedule During interface meetings held 
previously with CDPHE and EPA extended review periods were requested 
These suggestions were incorporated resulting in the 
schedule from which milestones were proposed 
contingency and landfill closure activities are on the critical path 

current working 
There is no schedule 
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4 CHANGES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION MEMORANDUkr 

J us t i f i cation 

0 Simple system which is more appropriate for the intetrm action 
Use of a temporary collection sump to collect at the seep allows a 
permanent system to be located during the landfill closure for 
maximum effectiveness 

0 Cost savings will be realized by minimizing excavation, shoring and 
dewatering 

0 M in im izes potentfal environmental impacts 

0 Eliminates vertical conduit through the landfill cap 

Desian 

0 Collection 

0 Storage 
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5 REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 

CDPHE - Karl Spreng 

EPA - Arturo Duran {ZJ- 
DOE - Kurt Muenchow LL- 
EG&G Laurie Peterson-W r 'I 




